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The  R-3  problem  has  been  before  the  City  Planning  Commission,  and  subject 
to  public  consideration,  for  a  period  of  ten  years  or  more.    During  all  of  this  time, 
there  has  been  no  close  approach  to  a  complete  solution  to  the  problem  by  legislation, 
but  only  partial  measures  that  have  brought  no  solution  at  all. 

At  issue  are  the  medium  density  residential  neighborhoods  of  the  City,  so 
designated  by  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  and  presently  existing  in  a  built-up 
state  with  one-  to  three-family  dwellings  predominating.     These  areas,  which  cover 
four  square  miles  of  net  land  area  not  given  over  to  single-family  tracts  or  high 
density  development,  are  of  critical  importance  to  the  future  of  San  Francisco  as 
adequate  neighborhoods  for  family  living. 

In  the  1950' s,  the  City  Planning  Commission  recommended  classification  of 
these  areas  as  R-3,  a  low-rise  multiple  dwelling  district,  under  its  proposals  for  a 
new  City  Planning  Code  to  replace  the  inadequate  1921  Code  then  in  effect.    The  basic 
ingredient  of  the  proposed  R-3  district  at  that  time  was  a  density  factor  of  800 
square  feet  of  lot  area  for  each  dwelling  unit,  which  was  a  standard  that  agreed 
with  the  Master  Pian  and  was  designed  to  preserve  existing  R-3  neighborhoods  and 
allow  for  orderly  growth  without  major  disruptions  of  living  patterns  or  public 
facilities.    The  Commission's  recommendations  were  not  accepted,  and  the  ordinance 
finally  adopted  provided  for  double  the  recommended  density  in  R-3  areas. 

It  soon  became  apparent,  after  the  new  City  Planning  Code  became  effective 
in  1960,  that  the  R-3  standards  were  inadequate.    Although  the  new  Code  replaced 
zoning  regulations  which  had  placed  almost  no  restrictions  on  construction  in  the 
same  areas,  buildings  put  up  under  the  new  Code  began  to  have  a  greater  impact  than 
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those  built  before,  with  builders  endeavoring  to  come  as  close  as  possible  to  the 
outer  limits  of  the  new  standards*    Neighborhood  organizations  protested,  and  peti- 
tioned for  reclassification  of  some  properties  to  block  new  projects.    Although  the 
general  drawbacks  of  the  R-3  standards  were  already  well  known,  the  City  Planning 
Commission  directed  its  staff  by  resolution,  in  June  of  1961,  to  begin  a  detailed 
study  of  the  standards  and  recommend  appropriate  changes. 

The  study,  in  examining  all  aspects  of  R-3  construction,  concluded  that 
the  present  density  factor  of  400  square  feet  of  lot  area  per  dwelling  unit,  with 
two  or  three  floors  of  residential  occupancy,  is  hardly  a  control  at  all,  but  allows 
virtually  the  largest  number  of  dwelling  units  that  can  be  fitted  on  a  lot. 

When  the  density  is  this  high  in  a  low-rise  building,  individual  dwelling 
units  are  small,  and  some  units  may  face  only  on  a  small  light  court.    Rear  yards 
are  completely  paved  for  parking,  and  frequently  one  parking  space  is  blocked  by 
another  parked  automobile,  as  presently  permitted  by  the  City  Planning  Code.  Land- 
scaping and  outdoor  areas  for  recreation  are  almost  never  to  be  found. 

A  survey  of  all  the  other  major  cities  of  the  United  States  shows  that, 
among  comparable  apartment  districts,  the  R-3  standards  of  San  Francisco  are  unique 
in  their  permissiveness. 

The  result  has  been  new  construction  of  high  density  apartment  buildings 
in  a  scattered  pattern  throughout  neighborhoods  that  have  been  and  are  intended  to 
be  for  medium  density  housing.    Centers  of  blocks  in  these  areas  have  been  invaded 
by  bulky  new  structures  and  by  automobile  parking.    Traffic  and  parking  problems  have 
been  increased.     In  a  city  in  which  the  total  population  size  has  been  constant,  the 
R-3  standards  have  unnecessarily  contributed  to  trends  which  are  changing  the  popula- 
tion composition  through  a  decline  in  families  and  an  increase  in  adult  households. 
Residents  of  all  types  must  continue  to  be  accommodated  in  the  City,  and  it  is  in 
the  essence  of  zoning  to  help  assure  that  they  will  be  suitably  housed. 

what  is  now  proposed  is  an  integrated  set  of  R-3  standards  that  have  been 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2014 


'  •  " 

■ 

https://archive.org/details/sammarymaterialo1963sanf 


A- 3. 

worked  out  through  examination  of  existing  and  possible  plans  for  construction  on 
lots  of  all  sizes.     The  basic  recommendation  is  a  return  to  a  density  factor  of  800 
square  feet  of  lot  area  per  dwelling  unit  in  the  majority  of  present  R-3  areas,  with 
a  new  district  (R-3. 5)  to  be  created  with  a  density  factor  of  600  square  feet  of  lot 
area  per  dwelling  unit,  to  be  used  in  certain  present  R-3  areas  where  small  dwelling 
units  and  higher  density  living  are  appropriate.    Dwelling  units  facing  solely  on 
small  light  courts  would  be  banned,  as  would  blocked  parking  spaces  and  most  in- 
stances of  parking  in  required  rear  yards.     Usable  outdoor  area  would  be  required 
for  each  dwelling  unit,  with  a  reduction  in  the  requirement  if  the  space  is  private 
to  the  unit  it  serves.  Permitted  lot  coverage  would  be  reduced  slightly  and  the 
corner  lot  rear  yard  requirement  increased.     These  various  standards  are  interde- 
pendent, and  a  change  in  any  of  them  or  adoption  of  less  than  the  entire  package 
would  require  changes  in  most  of  the  other  standards. 

The  R-3  Report  and  proposed  ordinance  were  formally  presented  by  the 
Department  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  at  a  public  meeting  October  10,  1963,  and 
public  hearings  were  held  by  the  Commission  on  October  31  and  November  14.  The 
testimony  at  these  hearings  and  the  many  communications  received  by  the  Commission 
have  been  carefully  analyzed.    Expressions  of  support  have  been  received  from  numer- 
ous neighborhood  and  community  organizations  and  individual  residents,  from  the 
Northern  California  Chapter  of  the  American  Institute  of  Architects,  and  from  a 
number  of  individual  architects,  builders  and  financing  institutions. 

Opposition  has  been  voiced  by  R-3  builders,  real  estate  brokers,  building 
trades  workers  and  some  owners  of  R-3  properties,  all  represented  in  major  part  by 
the  Associated  Home  Builders  and  the  San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Board.    Although  this 
opposition  has  often  been  expressed  in  terms  of  the  proposals  in  their  entirety, 
there  has  sometimes  been  partial  agreement  as  to  the  need  for  change.  Reclassifica- 
tion of  some  R-3  areas  to  R-2  or  R-l  has  been  suggested,  an  alleviating  solution 
which  would  surely  be  widely  urged  if  the  proposals  for  changes  in  the  R-3  standards 
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were  not  adopted  in  close  to  their  present  form.    Light  court  units  are  generally 
condemned,  and  some  support  has  been  given  to  usable  open  space  requirements.  Some 
tightening  of  parking  requirements  has  been  stated  to  be  a  possibility,  particularly 
the  elimination  of  blocked  parking  spaces.     For  25-foot  lots  with  areas  not  exceeding 
3000  square  feet,  where  building  layouts  are  tightest,  it  has  been  suggested  that 
buildings  might  be  limited  to  a  maximum  of  four  dwelling  units.     It  has  even  been 
proposed  that  the  density  limit  for  all  R-3  areas  should  be  600  square  feet  of  lot 
area  per  dwelling  unit,  the  density  currently  proposed  for  R-3. 5.    Although  there  is 
by  no  means  assurance  of  agreement  by  all  or  even  a  majority  of  the  opponents  on  any 
of  these  alternatives,  it  appears  that  many  of  them  have  not  ruled  out  agreement  to 
some  form  of  change.     The  most  solid  point  of  contention  at  this  time  is  the  density 
requirement  of  800  square  feet  of  lot  area  per  dwelling  unit  for  lots  wider  than 
25  feet,  in  areas  that  would  be  designated  R-3  rather  than  R-3. 5.     This  density  was 
chosen  by  the  Department  as  a  maximum  density  under  very  definite  criteria,  and  was 
not  intended  as  a  figure  from  which  to  compromise.     It  is  believed,  furthermore,  that 
the  R-3  deficiencies,  although  aggravated  by  the  pattern  of  small  lots,  are  not 
caused  by  lot  patterns,  and  that  neither  400  nor  600  square  feet  would  be  a  suitable 
density  factor  for  general  use  on  either  large  or  small  lots    in  medium  density 
neighborhoods . 

Among  the  broader  arguments  advanced  by  the  opponents,  all  of  which  have 
been  studied  by  the  Department,  most  have  been  found  to  be  without  a  provable 
basis.     It  has  been  said  that  loose  zoning  standards  have  allowed  new  buildings  to 
replace  dilapidated  or  worn-out  housing  and  add  to  the  tax  base,  but  the  Department 
has  found  that  the  buildings  replaced  have  generally  been  in  good  condition  and  that 
the  values  of  surrounding  buildings  have  been  threatened.     It  has  been  said  that 
buildings  now  being  constructed  are  more  efficient  to  build  and  manage  than  would  be 
buildings  put  up  under  the  proposed  standards,  but  this  contention  does  not  bear 
close  analysis.     It  has  been  claimed  that  widely-needed  "middle  income"  housing  is 


now  being  provided  in  R-3  areas,  but  this  contention  is  contradicted  by  another 
argument,  also  frequently  urged,  that  small  apartments  are  the  only  housing  feasible 
to  build  in  R-3  areas,  and  that  families  with  children  should  not  be  expected  to  be 
provided  for  in  new  housing  anywhere  inside  the  City.     In  addition,  it  is  urged  that 
there  is  no  space  other  than  in  R-3  for  the  building  of  small  apartments  at  high 
density,  but  this  argument  ignores  the  existence  of  nearly  two  square  miles  of  land 
now  zoned  R-4  and  R-5,  much  of  which  is  currently  underused  in  terms  of  dwelling 
unit  density,  and  the  C  district  areas  which  are  also  available  for  high  density 
apartments . 

Finally,  it  is  contended  that  the  proposed  standards  will  cause  harm  to 
small  builders  and  to  some  owners  of  R-3  land,  and  that  per  unit  land  costs  and  rents 
will  rise.    These  arguments  are  greatly  exaggerated,  but  they,  like  many  of  the  other 
arguments  just  discussed,  are  largely  irrelevant  to  the  real  issues  involved,  the 
planning  issues.     Individual  interests  and  some  economic  consequences  cannot  weigh 
heavily  in  the  balance  with  the  liabilities  which  would  be  suffered  through  con- 
tinuation of  the  present  R-3  standards.    Sure  to  be  numbered  among  such  liabilities 
would  be  continued  destruction  of  existing  medium  density  neighborhoods  throughout 
the  City  and  production  of  new  housing  which  is  in  many  ways  inadequate,  even  for 
the  small  households  for  which  it  is  intended. 
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I.  REQUESTS  FOR  GREATER  RESTRICTION    (received  in  addition  to  widespread  expres- 
sions of  support  for  the  proposed  revisions  as  they  now  stand) 

owment  No.       I.  The  staff  report  should  have  been  more  strongly  worded. 

Answer;    This  report  was  prepared  on  a  professional  basis  and  should  be 
looked  upon  as  unbiased  (although  the  word  "impartial"  would  not  be  meaningful 
in  this  connection).  Restraint  of  expression  and  fairness  to  the  building  in- 
dustry were  considered  important.  It  should  be  noted  that  some  extreme  state- 
ments and  motives  ascribed  to  the  Department  staff  have  instead  been  those  of 
members  of  the  general  public  who  are  strong  supporters  of  the  proposals. 

omment  No.       2.  There  is  a  need  for  closer  control  of  building  design. 

Answer ;  This  comment  has  been  a  general  one,  and  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  offered  with  the  intention  that  further  design  controls  be  incorporated 
into  the  ordinance.  The  report  acknowledges  that  design  should  be  improved, 
but  notes  the  difficulty  and  impracticality  of  direct  controls  on  design,  and 
describes  some  of  the  ways  in  which  opportunities  will  be  provided  in  the  new 
proposals  for  better  design  by  the  architect  and  builder. 

Comment  No.  3.  There  is  a  need  for  more  varied  standards,  in  order  to  suit  each 
neighborhood  of  the  City,  Also,  some  R-3  areas  should  be  reclassified  to  R-l  or 
R-2. 

Answer:  It  is  proposed  that  R-3. 5  be  created  as  a  new  district  to  accom- 
modate neighborhood  variations,  and  that  R-3  itself  be  modified  to  be  more  con- 
sistent with  existing  neighborhood  patterns.  It  is  expected  that  with  these  changes 
no  further  density  refinement  will  be  necessary  in  the  lower  density  residential 
areas,  except  for  possible  reclassification  of  some  small  R-3  areas  to  R-2  or  R-l, 
which  might  be  done  in  response  to  neighborhood  requests.  If  no  change  were  made 
in  the  present  R-3  standards,  however,  it  would  certainly  be  in  order  to  consider 
widespread  changes  from  R-3  to  R-2  or  R-l  in  order  to  protect  existing  neighbor- 
hoods from  the  wholly  inadequate  present  standards  of  R-3. 
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Commeqt  No. 4.  Section  601  of  the  Building  Code  should  be  modified  in  order  to 

restrict  more  closely  the  measurement  of  height  of  R-3  buildings  on  hillsidec 
Answer:    Although  Building  Code  amendments  of  this  general  type  have  al- 
ready been  separately  proposed,  such  amendments  are  not  directly  relevant  to 
the  present  proposals  concerning  the  City  Planning  Code,  and  amendments  of 
this  type  are  not  now  before  the  Planning  Commission.  It  is  noted,  incident- 
ally, that  the  material  submitted  by  the  Potrero  Boosters  and  Merchants 
Association  at  the  hearing  includes  diagrams  which  are  not  drawn  to  scale, 
and  that  in  fact  the  maximum  height  figures  proposed  would  be  quite  impracti- 
cal on  steep  slopes. 
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IX.  REQUESTS  FOR  LESS  RESTRICTION  (including  alL  arguements,  regardless  of 
nagnitude  or  consistency) 

A.  Concerning  miscellaneous  aspects  of  the  staff  report. 
Comment  No.     1.     The  report  is  not  objective. 

Answer :     See  answer  above,  under  Requests  for  Greater  Restriction. 
Comment  No.     ?•     It  is  said  on  page  6  that  the  profit  motive  should  be  eliminated, 
Answer:    No  such  statement  has  been  made  by  the  staff  in  this  report 
or  elsewhere,  and  it  is  absurd  to  suggest  that  such  a  statement  would  be  made 
Comment  No.     3.    Discussion  of  the  Federal  income  tax  structure  on  page  8  is  aca- 
demic and  irrelevant. 

Answer:     Such  discussion  is  important  as  an  explanation  of  one  of 
the  bases  of  the  current  building  boom,  and  serves  to  indicate  that  the  tax 
structure,  together  with  ready  availability  of  investment  money,  may  be  a 
more  important  influence  on  current  construction  than  are  long-term  consumer 
preferences.     There  is  nothing  in  the  discussion  that  is  directly  critical  of 
the  current  systems  of  depreciation  for  tax  purposes,  and  the  objectors  have 
shown  a  special  sensitivity  on  this  point  in  implying  that  the  report  is  in- 
deed being  critical. 

Comment  No.   4.  The  conclusions  in  the  report  are  based  on  criticism  of  indivi- 
dual buildings  (including  buildings  on  25-foot  lots,  which  are  admittedly 
"ugly"),  rather  than  on  the  R-3  standards  in  general,  and  such  conclusions 
do  not  have  general  application. 

Answer :  There  is  no  way  of  fully  evaluating  the  present  R-3  stan- 
dards except  in  terms  of  individual  buildings  that  are  being  built;  these 
studies  are  based  not  on  unusual  cases  but  on  typical  buildings,  and  they 
have  found  that  adequate  buildings  axe  extremely  rare.     Inadequate  buildings 
are  now  being  put  up  on  25-foot  lots  and  on  lots  of  all  other  sizes. 
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Comment  No.     5.  Existing  rear  yards  in  R-3  areas  (perhaps  70%  of  such  yards)  are 
unattractive,  and  not  used  for  outdoor  living.     Cars  should  be  parked  in  rear 
yards,  and  the  public  should  provide  recreation  space  in  new  playgrounds. 

Answer:    The  statement  that  rear  yards  are  unused  is  wholly  untrue 
for  major  portions  of  the  City.     In  other  cases,  where  even  the  majority  of 
the  interior  of  a  block  is  unused,  there  are  a  few  yards  that  are  used3  and 
the  right  to  use  these  yards  is  one  that  should  be  protected.  Furthermore, 
parking  in  rear  yards  has  other  liabilities  in  addition  to  making  the  yards 
unusable.    As  to  playgrounds,  more  are  needed,  but  they  are  costly  and  are 
not  a  complete  substitute  for  rear  yard  space. 
Comment  No.     6.  Six-unit  buildings  on  25-foot  by  100-foot  lots  are  said  by  the 

report  to  be  typical,  whereas  they  are  actually  unusual  and  represent  perhaps 
only  two  per  ceut  of  new  construction. 

Answer :  Dimensions  of  25  feet  by  100  feet  are  the  minimum  for  a  new 
lot  that  can  be  built  upon  under  the  Planning  Code.  The  dimensions  were  used 
in  the  report  as  a  minimum  condition,  and  the  descriptions  as  to  what  can  be 
built  on  a  lot  of  these  dimensions  are  accurate.  Lots  with  a  width  of  25 
feet  or  slightly  more  represent  a  very  substantial  proportion  of  all  lots  on 
which  R-3  buildings  are  built.  Most  six-unit  buildings  are  built  on  lots  25 
feet  in  width,  but  the  depth  of  these  lots  is  usually  greater  than  100  feet, 
with  120  feet  the  most  common  depth.     In  1962  there  were  66  buildings  approved 
by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  with  six  units,  about  30%  of  all  buildings 
approved  for  R-3  areas. 
Comment  No.    7.     The  photograph  on  page  18  was  taken  flush  with  the  pavement,  and 
the  photograph  on  page  26  was  taken  in  such  a  way  that  it  does  not  indicate 
the  fact  that  the  roof  line  of  the  building  shown  is  lower  than  any  other  roof 
line  in  the  block. 
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Answer:     The  photograph  on  page  18  was  taken  from  a  standing  position, 
and  the  location  of  the.  automobile  shown  is  due  to  a  change  in  grade  of  the 
street  that  is  evident  in  the  photograph.     The  photograph  on  page  26  shows 
the  roof  lines  of  adjacent  buildings,  which  are  all  on  lots  that  themselves 
have  a  higher  elevation,  but  such  is  not  the  relevant  consideration;  this 
does  not  diminish  the  massiveness  of  the  corner  building,  which  is  one  that 
has  caused  particular  comment  by  members  of  the  public. 

Comment  No.   8.     Dwelling  units  of  the  size  in  the  diagram  on  page  37  are 
economically  unfeasible. 

Answer:     Such  a  comment  seems  equivalent  to  a  statement  that  apart- 
ments of  this  size  cannot  be  built  anywhere  in  the  City.    Not  only  is  this 
comment  unsubstantiated,  but  it  presents  an  unduly  grim  picture  of  the  future 
housing  supply  in  San  Francisco.  Despite  the  pressure  the  present  R-3  stan- 
dards permit,  for  a  maximum  number  of  small  units,  some  units  of  this  si2e 
are  in  fact  being  built  now.     In  any  event,  the  new  R-3  standards  would  not 
compel  construction  of  apartments  of  this  size.,  but  rather  would  lessen  the 
pressure  for  nothing  but  small  units  and  allow  the  builder  more  economic 
freedom  to  construct  large  or  small  units  according  to  the  market. 

Comment  No.    9.    Although  the  proposed  R-3  standards  might  be  appropriate  for 
a  low-density  city,  they  are  improper  for  San  Francisco.  In  this  connection, 
only  New  York  City  and  Chicago  are  comparable  to  San  Francisco  in  density, 
and  only  those  two  cities  can  be  compared  with  it  as  to  zoning. 

Answer :    Gross  density  figures  are  somewhat  unreliable  because  of 
the  number  of  variables  they  ignore.  However,  the  gross  densities  of  a  number 
of  the  densest  of  the  large  cities  mentioned  in  the  report  are  comparable  to 
San  Francisco's.     These  densities  are  as  follows:    San  Francisco  16,600  per- 
sons per  square  mile,  Boston  14,600,  Buffalo  13,500,  Saint  Louis  12,300, 
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Washington,  D.C.  12,400,  Detroit  12,000,  Philadelphia  15,700,  Chicago  15,800 
and  New  York  24,700  (for  the  boroughs  of  New  York  the  figures  are  Bronx 
32,900,  Manhattan  76,100,  Brooklyn  34,500,  Queens  16,000,  and  Richmond  3,700). 
The  other  cities  just  listed  are  all  larger  in  land  area  than  San  Francisco, 
and  their  overall  density  figures  tend  to  be  reduced  by  the  averaging  of 
population  over  a  larger  city  area.  For  present  purposes,  leaving  aside  all 
cities  other  than  Chicago  and  New  York,  it  is  found  that  Chicago  is  indeed 
comparable  to  San  Francisco  in  density,  while  New  York  is  not,  except  in 
Queens  Borough.     The  graph  on  page  30  of  the  report  shows  that  the  Chicago 
zoning  ordinance  has  apartment  districts  with  densities  of  2500  square  feet  of 
lot  area  per  dwelling  unit,  900,  400,  200,  145  and  115,  while  New  York  has 
apartment  district  densities  of  1500,  1100,  840,  425,  325,  210,  170  and  120, 
giving  Chicago  two  apartment  districts  less  dense  that  the  San  Francisco  R-3, 
and  New  York  four  districts.     It  is  interesting  to  note  that  in  Chicago  the 
densities    equal  to      the  San  Francisco  R-3  are  not  widely  mapped  and  are 
generally  confined  to  areas  close  to  downtown,  while  in  New  York  the  district 
with  a  density  roughly  equivalent  to  the  San  Francisco  F-3  (425  square  feet 
of  lot  area,  in  this  case)  is  again  confined  to  denser  apartment  areas.  In 
both  of  these  cities,  a  density  equivalent  to  the  San  Francisco  R-3  is  con- 
sidered a  high-rise  apartment  density. 
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B.  Concerning  specific  provisions  of  the  proposed  ordinance,  and  other  con- 
trols on  building. 

Coinncnt  No.    1  .      The  proposed  R-3  provisions  are  too  complicated,  and  will  require 
that  each  new  building  be  dealt  with  as  a  special  case. 

Answer ;  In  present  building  plan  review  in  the  Department  of  City  Plan- 
ning, each  new  building  must  already  be  dealt  with  individually  because  the  plans 
press  so  closely  upon  the  li&iits  set  by  the  present  standards.  In  the  drafting  of 
the  new  R-3  standards,  the  aim  was  to  use  concepts  which  are  easily  grasped,  and 
provide  maximum  flexibility  with  a  guarantee  of  reasonable  consistency  of  inter- 
pretation.    The  alternatives  to  the  detailed  ordinance  language  as  proposed  would 
be  either  (1)  the  writing  of  simple  but  absolute  standards  with  no  deviations,  which 
would  result  in  inequities  and  inflexibility,  or  (2)  an  extreme  tightening  of  stan- 
dards so  that  deviations  could  be  allowed  at  random  without  fear  of  endangering  the 
basic  standards.  Neither  of  these  is  a  desirable  alternative. 

Comment  No.  2.      A  floor  area  ratio  of  1.8  for  non-residential  buildings  is  too 
restrictive. 

Answer ;  This  is  a  liberal  F.A.R.,  and  is  consistent  with  the  bulk 
allowed  for  residential  buildings  in  R-3  districts.  None  of  the  public  schools  in 
San  Francisco  reach  an  F.A.R.  of  1.8,  even  those  that  are  now  considered  crowded, 
and  current  plans  for  new  construction  would  have  a  100%  leeway.  The  same  is  true 
of  parochial  schools,  with  only  a  few  exceptions  for  existing  schools.  None  of  the 
hospitals  in  R-3  areas  reach  1.8,  and  most  are  far  below  that  figure. 
Comment  No.  3.      Comments  by  David  Ever6,  builder.  The  previous  objections  of  Mr.  Evers 
as  to  the  standards  for  coverage  and  allowances  for  rear  decks  have  been  withdrawn. 

Answers  to  his  three  remaining  comments  are  as  follows; 

(a)  with  regard  to  the  request  for  removal  of  maximum  slope  limits  for 
usable  open  space,  it  should  be  stated  that  such  limits  are  not  unduly  restrictive, 
and  are  needed  to  assure  that  a  certain  portion  of  the  space  provided  will  be  truly 
usable  for  outdoor  recreation  purposes. 
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b.  With  regard  to  the  request  that  a  higher  density  be  allowed 
on  comer  lots  than  on  interior  lots,  it  is  noted  that  although  building  bulk 
may  be  allowed  to  be  higher  on  corner  lots,  the  Planning  Code  presently  does 
not  allow  a  higher  dwelling  unit  density  on  corner  lots  in  any  district,  and 
such  a  bonus  is  rare  in  zoning  ordinances  in  other  cities.  The  basic  reasons 
for  density  control  on  a  neighborhood  basis  would  not  be  served  by  such  a 
bonus,  traffic  problems  would  be  intensified  at  intersections,  and  an  in- 
equitable boost  would  be  given  to  corner  lot  land  values. 

c.  With  regard  to  the  request  for  greater  flexibility  in  permit- 
ting exceptions  for  rear  yard  parking  on  sloping  lots,  it  has  not  been  found 
possible  to  write  standards  for  exceptions  of  this  type  similar  to  those  al- 
ready contained  in  the  proposed  Section  134.4  for  other  special  cases. 
Problems  of  contour  are  so  varied  that  no  single  set  of  standards  will  suffice. 
It  may  well  be,  however,  that  certain  sloping  lot  situations  will  be  appropri- 
ate for  consideration  for  variances  from  the  rear  yard  parking  ban,  under  the 
existing  provisions  of  Section  302  of  the  Planning  Code. 

Comment  No. 4.  The  Marina  District  could  not  have  been  built  as  it  was  under  the 
proposed  R-3  standards. 

_4ns_w£rj    As  shown  in  the  table  on  page  17  of  the  report,  the  Marina  is 
one  of  the  most  dense  of  the  R-3  neighborhoods,  but  its  overall  density  is 
still  below  that  which  would  be  permitted  by  the  new  R-3  standards.  It  is 
true  that  some  of  the  larger  buildings  in  the  Marina  individually  exceed 
the  proposed  R-3  density,  but  these  are  intermixed  with  buildings  of  much 
lower  density.     The  Marina  was  constructed  on  vacant  land,  which  made  this 
alternating  of  higher  and  lower  density  buildings  possible.  Under  the  pro- 
posed R-3  standards,  the  same  result  could  be  achieved  on  an  area-wide  basis 
through  the  Planned  Unit  Development  provisions  presently  in  the  Planning 
Code. 
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Comment  No . 5. The  new  standards  do  not  guarantee  that  better  apartments  will  be 
built.     Furthermore,  the  maximum  permissible  building  bulk  will  not  change 
appreciably,  and  apartments  could  scill  be  built  in  areas  where  they  are 
not  wanted  by  the  surrounding  residents. 

Answer ;    Zoning  cannot  guarantee  good  construction;  it  can  only  sdt 
reasonable  outer  limits  and  provide  the  opportunities  and  incentives  needed 
for  good  construction.  Although  there  will  be  no  great  reduction  in  bulk 
limits,  it  will  no  longer  be  necessary  for  builders  to  work  close  to  these 
outer  limits  in  order  to  build  the  number  of  dwelling  units  that  are  permitted, 
and  therefore  there  will  be  greater  opportunity  for  flexibility  in  design.  The 
resulting  apartments  will  be  at  a  dwelling  unit  density  that  will  be  compatible 
with  existing  development  in  most  R-3  areas.     It  is  possible  that  in  some 
instances  R-3  areas  could  appropriately  be  reclassified  to  R-l  or  R-2,  but 
this  would  not  solve  the  basic  problem  of  not  having  medium  density  zoning 
standards  for  truly  medium  density  areas. 
Comment  No. 6.  The  one-for-one  parking  requirement  now  in  the  Planning  Code  should 
be  reduced. 

Answer :    This  standard  was  considered  in  the  total  evaluation  of  the 
present  R-3  standards,  and  it  was  determined  that  the  one-for-one  parking 

ratio  is  necessary  in  R-3  areas  and  should  not  be  reduced.  This  objection  has 

which 

most  frequently  been  stated  in  terms  of  the  R-4  and  R-5  areas  close  to  Downtown,/ 
are  beyond  the  specific  scope  of  this  study. 
Comment  No. 7.  Codes  other  than  the  Planning  Code  make  R-3  construction  expensive. 

Answer :    The  Department  of  City  Planning  would  be  in  favor  of  appropriate 
changes  in  other  Codes  that  would  reduce  the  cost  of  construction.  Despite  the 
frequency  of  this  charge,  however,  such  changes  have  not  been  proposed,  and 
they  are  not  within  the  scope  of  the  present  proposals  for  changes  in  the 
Planning  Code  standards  for  R-3  areas. 
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Comment  No . 8. Assessments  on  new  R-3  buildings  should  not  be  as  high  as  they  are. 

Answer:    Assessments  are  not  within  the  control  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  or  the  Planning  Commission,  and  they  are  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
R-3  study. 
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C .     Effect  of  the  R-3  proposals  on  property  owners  and  the  building 
industry. 

Comment  No.     l.     These  proposals  have  been  prepared  without  consultation  of  the 
building  industry,  realtors,  or  other  interested  persons,  and  there  is  in- 
sufficient time  for  review  of  the  proposals  by  these  groups. 

Answer ;     The  R-3  study  was  carried  on  by  the  Department  over  a 
span  of  more  than  two  years.     During  this  time  there  were  innumerable  con- 
ferences between  staff  members  and  builders  over  R-3  building  plans,  and 
thorough  discussion  of  the  present  standards.  During  this  time  there  were 
also  intensive  public  hearings  and  discussions  concerning  applications  for 
reclassification  of  properties  from  R-3  to  R-2.     In  June  1962  a  letter  and 
questionnaire  were  sent  to  a  number  of  R-3  builders,  ;::rcaitects ,  real  estate 
brokers  .nd  financing  agisnoics  to  a  ok  for  their  evaluation  of  the  present  R-3 
standards,  and  some  rep--i.es  were  received.  Builders  made  frequent  checks 

with  the  Department  as  to  the  time  when  the  report  would  be  released,  and 
were  generally  aware  of  the  basic  proposal  of  800  square  feet  of  lot  area 
per  dwelling  unit  well  in  advance  of  the  release  of  the  report.  Furthermore, 
the  present  controversy  over  the  current  proposed  standards  follows  closely 
the  lines  of  controvery  in  the  1950' s  over  the  Commission's  R-3  proposals 
of  that  time,  which  had  the  same  dwelling  unit  density  as  is  now  being  pro- 
posed.    The  R-3  builders  and  realtors  were  heard  from  in  extensive  confer- 
ences and  hearings  at  that  time,  and  were  ably  represented  at  the  recent 
hearing  on  the  current  proposals. 

Comment  No.    2.    Builders  and  property  owners  are  being  caught  with  land  on 

which  R-3  buildings  were  planned,  and  the  inability  to  carry  out  these  plans 
will  result  in  great  financial  loss. 

Answer:     It  is  inevitable  that  any  general  zoning  action  will  affect 
investments  in  property,  and  it  is  also  inevitable  that  this  fact  will  be 
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urged  as  an  argument  against  taking  the  action.     In  this  case,  the  Department 
staff  has  attempted  to  reduce  speculation  in  recent  months  by  warnings  to 
builders  and  other  prospective  purchasers,  and  it  is  felt  that  builders  have 
been  buying  less  far  in  advance  than  they  would  have  otherwise.    After  release 
of  the  proposals,  and  until  their  enactment,  there  will  continue  to  be  an 
opportunity  for  holders  of  R-3  property  to  file  building  plans,  and  the  mere 
approval  of  such  plans  under  the  present  standards  and  the  issuance  of  a  per- 
mit will  be  sufficient  to  allow  the  start  of  construction  under  the  old  stan- 
dards for  a  reasonable  period  after  passage  of  the  new  standards.  Those  who 
have  bought  R-j  property  not  for  immediate  construction  but  for  speculation 
will  be  the  nardest  hit.  On  the  other  hand,  the  investments  of  neighboring 
homeowners  are  frequently  considerably  larger,  and  are  impaired  by  what  the 
present  R-3  standards  permit  on  lots  bought  for  speculation. 
Comment  No.      3.     The  new  R-3  standards  will  reduce  opportunities  for  small 
builders  and  for  the  employment  of  building  trade  workers. 

Answer :    These  groups,  as  well  as  others,  must  operate  within  the 
framework  of  Codes  which  are  needed  to  assure  good  construction  in  the  City. 
The  argument  advanced  is  an  argument  against  nearly  all  control  through  Codes, 
no  matter  how  necessary  to  the  public  interest.  Moreover,  no  effort  has  been 
made  to  support  the  claim  that  R-3  construction  will  be  greatly  reduced  by 
the  new  standards.    Also,     past  studies  of  building  trades  workers  have  in- 
dicated relatively  easy  adaptability  to  new  forms  of  construction  with  changes 
in  building  standards  and  dominant  forms  of  construction. 


/if 


•"oi^ew  on 


■i  r    hit  '.'•H.A'hv- 


.  OCX  :y.:.-..>:i  :■..<■•■::■■   I:'    ■■■■■  ■■■  ;1    :!•.:,:.,  •     •  .-  ••  ..  •■  f.., , ..  • :. 


B-13. 

D •     The  tax  t>ase„  land  values,  and  replacement  of  existing  buildings. 
Comment  No.   1*     Increased  public  costs  in  the  City  require  strengthening  of  the 
tax  base,  and  the  new  R-3  buildings  have  far  higher  assessments  than  the 
buildings  they  replace. 

Answer:    A  high  current  assessment  of  a  new  building  is  not  a  guaran- 
tee of  continued  high  value  of  the  building  over  the  years,  nor  is  it  indica- 
tive as  to  the  expected  assessments  of  nearby  buildings  in  the  neighborhood, 
which  may  be  depressed  in  value  by  the  impact  of  the  new  building.  Since  re- 
placement of  existing  buildings  with  new,  larger  buildings  has  not  proceeded 
in  an  orderly  way  but  has  been  scattered  widely  through  the  neighborhoods, 
the  result  has  been  an  adverse  effect  on  the  stability  of  existing  properties. 
At  the  same  time,  there  has  been  a  raising  of  widespread  expectations  of  re- 
placement of  existing  buildings  with  new  buildings,  which  is  unlikely  to 
occur      on  a  neighborhood-wide  basis,  and  this  further  intensifies  the  in- 
stability of  existing  properties. 
Comment  No.    2.    Land  values  will  not  be  reduced  a  great  deal  if  the  new  R-3 
standards  are  adopted,  and  the  per  unit  price  of  land  will  go  up. 

Answer :    This  argument  contradicts  another  opposition  argument  that 
has  been  raised,  which  is  that  the  new  R-3  standards  would  greatly  reduce 
land  values  and  perhaps  cut  them  in  half.     It  is  likely  that  the  price  per 
lot  would  be  reduced,  but  any  increase  in  the  per  unit  cost  of  land  would 
depend  on  a  number  of  factors.     Lower  land  values  would  be  ore  result  of  any 
zoning  action  of  this  type,  particularly  where  the  zoning  density  standard  has 
been  so  closely  determining  the  asking  price  for  land.     The  degree  to  which 
increased  per  unit  costs  of  land  will  affect  rents  is  also  a  matter  of  con- 
jecture, and  this  effect  would  depend  on  the  relationship  between  the  increase 
in  land  costs  and  the  total  cost  of  the  project.    That  relationship  is  not  as 
important  as  the  opponents  have  suggested.  (Further  comments  on  the  rent-level 
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question  are  contained  in  part  E  of  this  digest.) 
Comment  No.     3.     The  new  R-3  buildings  have  been  filling  unattractive  vacant 

land  and  replacing  dilapidated  buildings  which  have  no  value  to  the  commun- 
ity. This  change  is  desirable;  furthermore,  the  only  way  to  assure  private 
renewal  of  rundown  buildings  and  areas  is  through  deliberate  overzoning. 

Answer:    First,  if  this  theory  were  followed  fully,  all  single-family 
zoning  and  al  l  density  zoiiing  would  be  an  absurdity ,  since  the  aim  of  public 
policy  would  then  be  to  provide  incentives  for  construction  of  buildings  that 
were  out  of  character  with  a  neighborhood,  rather  than  to  protect  most  of 
what  exists  in  the  neighborhood.     Second,  the  disruptive  effects  of  overzoning 
are  usually  too  great  a  price  to  pay  for  replacement  of  a  few  substandard 
structures,  particularly  if  the  ultimate  cost  is  the  future  instability  of 
sound  existing  structures  throughout  the  area.     Third,  it  is  to  be  expected 
that  the  lowest-priced  properties  in  an  area  will  be  the  first  to  have  new 
buildings  put  up  on  them,  and  these  new  buildings  will  be  put  up  under  any 
proper      zoning  standards,  so  long  as  undue  inflation  of  land  values  does 
not  occur.     Fourth,  it  is  often  overzoning  itself  which  causes  land  specula- 
tion, driving  prices  up  and  leading  to  frequent  resale  of  properties  without 
care  in  the  maintenance  of  existing  buildings.  Fifth,  although  the  present 
R-3  standards  may  discourage  remodeKng  of  smaller  existing  buildings  in  R-3 
areas,  there  has  been  a  considerable  amount  of  remodeling  of  one-,  two-  and 
three-family  houses  in  these  areas,  indicating  the  desirability  of  the  smaller 
housing  types. 

Finally,  the  contention  that  the  older  buildings  replaced  by  new 
R-3  buildings  are  largely  dilapidated  is  not  borne  out  by  the  facts.     To  test 
this  contention,  a  check  was  made  of  the  61  lots  in  the  Richmond  District  for 
which  new  R-3  buildings  were  approved  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  during 
the  calendar  year  1962.  A  structure  condition  survey  done  by  the  Department  in 
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1958  indicates  that  of  these  61  lots,  two  were  then  vacant,  seven  contained 
buildings  showing  inadequate  maintenance,  and  52  contained  buildings  showing 
adequate  maintenance.     A  number  of  buildings  in  the  Richmond  were  noted  in 
1958  as  being  in  such  poor  condition  that  demolition  was  indicated,  but  none  of 
these  were  on  lots  for  which  R-3  buildings  were  approved  in  1962.    As  for  the 
balance  between  buildings  showing  inadequate  and  adequate  maintenance,  the 
ratio  of  seven  o£  the  former  to  52  of  the  latter  is  not  far  from  the  average 
in  1958  for  all  buildings  in  the  Richmond  in  areas  now  zoned  R-3.  It  is  also 
noteworthy  that  the  Richmond  has  been  a  leading  area  for  R-3  construction 
during  the  past  three  years,  whereas  other  R-3  areas  with  a  lower  average 
level  of  maintenance  of  existing  buildings  have  had  considerably  less  new 
R-3  construction,   indicating  that  overzoning  has  not  successfully  contributed 
to  the  sort  of  "private  renewal"  that  is  alleged. 
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E.    R-3  buildings  and  the  housing  market. 
Comment  No.       •     ^he  proposed  R-3  standards  would  prevent  construction  of  the 
most  efficient  low-rise  apartment  buildings  (large  buildings,  and  buildings 
that  are  to  be  owner- occupied ) ,  would  raise  rents  30%  (or  100%,  if  the  floor 
area  of  each  apartment  unit  were  doubled),  and  might  result  in  under-capital- 
ized, poorly-maintained  buildings. 

Answer :    The  size  of  each  building  would  not  be  regulated,  but  only 
the  amount  of  land  required  for  the  building.     If  there  were  a  large  enough 
lot,  a  building  with  a  large  number  of  units  could  be  built  under  the  new 
standards.    On  a  25-foot  lot  a  three-unit  building  is  a  feasible  one,  and 
would  be  efficient  for  owner-occupancy,  while  a  six-unit  building  is  in  some 
ways  less  efficient  for  this  purpose  because  it  requires  the    hiring  of  out- 
side help  by  the  resident-owner.     In  addition,  a  building  with  fewer  units 
can  have  more  space  for  its  owner's  apartment  than  a  building  on  the  same  lot 
with  a  greater  number  of  units. 

If  the  rents  prove  to  be  higher  under  the  new  R-3  standards,  this  may 
be  the  necessary  cost  of  providing  decent  housing  and  protecting  investments 
in  neighboring  properties.     The  relationship  between  costs  and  rent  levels, 
furthermore,  is  not  as  close  as  it  might  seem:     some  suburban  apartments  com- 
parable to  San  Francisco's  present  R-3  apartments  have  similar  rent  levels, 
although  suburban  land  prices  and  construction  costs  are  lower. 

There  is  no  basis  for  assuming  that  the  new  R-3  buildings  would  be 
under-capitalized  or  badly  managed.    On  the  contrary,  the  opposite  would  be 
true  if  such  buildings  were  considered  by  their  owners  primarily  as  homes 
rather  than  as  short-term  income  properties;  the  new  standards  would  be  likely 
to  promote  a  greater  long-term  interest  in  these  buildings  by  their  owners. 
Comment  No.    2.     The  new  standards  would  prevent  construction  of  low  and  middle 
income  housing  on  a  private  basis  in  San  Francisco,  would  drive  residents 
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out  of  the  City,  and  would  prevent  new  young  adults  from  coming  in.  Older 
people,  who  now  are  accommodated  in  R-3  buildings,  would  have  to  move  to 
cheap  hotels. 

Answer:  It  cannot  be  seriously  contended  that  low  income  housing  is 
being  built  now  on  a  private  basis  in  R-3  areas.     The  rent  levels  are  well  into 
the  middle  income  and  even  the  high  income  range. 

In  the  middle  income  tenant  group,  only  the    segment  made  up  of  one 
and  two  person  households  is  being  provided  for:     these  are  primarily  single 
persons  living  singly  or  together,  and  younger  and  older  couples.    Under  the 
new  standards,  small  apartments  for  these  persons  could  still  be  built  in  R-3 
areas.     If  rents  for  such  apartments  were  higher  these  persons  would  in  many 
cases  be  the  ones  best  able  to  pay  such  rents,  due  to  the  fact  that  two  or 
more  employed  persons  might  live  in  each  apartment. 

Although  many  older  people  live  in  R-3  apartments,  the  rentals  tend 
to  be  prohibitive  for  those  who  are  truly  elderly.     For  the  older  people  who 
are  accommodated,  there  are  alternative  choices  at  equivalent  or  lower  rentals 
in  good  older  apartments,  although  such  alternative  apartments  do  not  have 
the  glamour  of  newness.     The  needy    elderly  are  not  being  helped  in  the  current 
market,  and  it  is  frequently  they  who  have  already  sought  out  the  cheap  hotels. 

Families  with  children,  the  group  that  is  normally  thought  of  in 
connection  with  the  term  "middle  income  housing",  are  precisely  those  who  are 
not  being  provided  for  by  present  R-3  buildings,  both  because  of  the  nature  of 
the  apartments  and  because  of  restrictive  rental  practices.     The  demand  for 
new  city  apartments  by  families  has  not  really  been  tested,  because  adequate 
medium  density  apartments  have  not  been  built.     Surely  there  are  other  factors 
that  have  driven  families  to  the  suburbs,  but  the  lack  of  new  city  housing  for 
them  and  the  impact  of  new  R-3  buildings  on  existing  housing  in  established 
neighborhoods  have  contributed  to  the  trend.    The  Governor's  Advisory  Commission 
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on  Housing  Problems  has  noted  recent  interest  among  young  executives  with  children 
to  live  in  city  apartments,  and  this  interest  might  be  more  widespread  if  such  hous- 
ing were  available.  At  this  critical  stage  in  the  City's  development,  therefore,  it 
would  be  grossly  negligent  and  wasteful  now  to  spoil  appropriate  family  housing  areas 
in  the  City  needlessly.  Diversity  in  housing  is  an  obvious  goal,  and  the  most  promis- 
ing course  is  to  regulate  the  City's  land  in  such  a  way  that  all  of  the  proposed 
diversity  can  be  accommodated.  The  next  answer  below  will  show  that  this  sort  of 
regulation  is  feasible  as  a  matter  of  overall  land  use  policy. 
Comment  No.     3.     Construction  of  apartments  for  one  and  two  person  occupancy  in  R-3 
areas,  under  the  existing  R-3  density,  is  the  only  way  to  provide  housing  of  this  type. 

Answer ;  Small  apartments  are  needed  in  substantial  quantity  in  San 
Francisco,  but  hy  no  means  must  they  be  built  exclusively  in  R-3  areas  under  the 
existing  R-3  density.  The  following  analysis  explains  the  extent  to  which  small  apart- 
ments can  be  provided  in  districts  other  than  R-3. 

It  must  be  assumed  that  the  effective  demand  for  small  apartments  will 
continue  high.  Nationally,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  estimates  that  households 
with  their  heads  aged  from  25  to  44  years  will  grow  much  more  slowly  in  numbers  from 
now  until  1970  than  will  younger  and  older  households,  although  after  1970  the  young 
household  "bulge"  will  reach  the  age  25-44  range.  The  same  will  apparently  hold  true 
in  the  Bay  Area,  so  that  there  will  be  a  heavy  demand  for  small  apartments  for  some 

time  to  come. 

For  the  San  Francisco—  Oakland  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,  the 
California  Department  of  Finance  projects  substantial  increases  in  total  population 
and  households  over  the  next  20  years,  but  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
the  total  population  and  household  figures  are  expected  to  stay  rather  constant  during 
that  period:  this  is  a  prediction  which  is  extremely  important  to  planning  for  future 
land  use  in  San  Francisco. 

Because  so  many  factors  are  involved,  it  is  not  possible  to  go  one  step  further 
and  compute  with  accuracy  what  the  internal  distribution  of  household  sizes  will  be 
in  San  Francisco  for  the  same  period,  although  such  distribution  can  be  more  readily 
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determined  for  the  Bay  Area  as  a  whole.     At  the  same  time,  the  various  factors 
that  will  help  determine  places  of  residence  for  households  of  certain  sizes 
can  be  listed:     these  are,  in  part,  the  inherent  advantages  of  the  central 
city  and  the  suburbs  for  certain  types    of  households,  the  location  of  jobs, 
the  amount  of  inmigration  from  other  areas  and  its  composition,  relative  rents 
and  services  inside  and  outside  the  City,  and  the  cost  and  time  of  commuting. 
Given  a  stable  population  size  in  the  City,  these  factors  are,  however,  too 
tenuous  to  permit  ready  estimates  in  relation  to  the  single  problem  of  R-3 
density. 

Take  for  example  the  availability  of  apartments  in  suburban  areas. 
Studies  by  the  City  of  San  Mateo  indicate  that  apartments  there  have  rent 
levels  close  to  those  of  apartments  available  in  R-3  areas  in  San  Francisco, 
but  have  somewhat  better  design  and  services  on  the  average.     Vacancy  rates 
have  been  higher  than  in  San  Francisco,  but  vacancies  have  tended  to  be  kept 
down  by  the  high  cost  of  single-family  home  ownership  in  the  same  area.  The 
future  of  apartments  in  an  area  such  as  S^n  Mateo  will  undoubtedly  have  an 
impact  on  San  Francisco,  particularly  as  commuting  time  is  cut  by  rapid  transit. 

In  the  absence  of  a  breakdown  of  future  household  sizes,  let  us 
examine  the  overall  need  for  new  apartments  in  San  Francisco  for  all  house- 
holds.    Roy  Wenzlick  &  Company,  in  a  study  of  the  housing  market  in  the  City, 
estimates  a  rate  of  construction  of  1,800  new  apartment  units  per  year,  at 
least  until  1970.     For  purposes  of  discussion,  let  us  assume  that  such  a  rate 
of  construction  continued  for  10  years,  and  that  all  the  apartments  built  were 
utility,  one  bedroom  and  two  bedroom  units.    Assume  also  that  these  apartments 
were  in  high  density  construction  and  were  not  scattered  in  several  zoning 
districts  (including  R-3),  but  were  all  built  in  R-4  areas.    At  the  R-4  density 
of  200  square  feet  of  lot  area  per  dwelling  unit,  these  units  could  all  be 
accommodated  on  100  acres  of  R-4  land  during  the  10-year  period,  even  allow- 
ing for  replacement  of  existing  older  units  on  this  land  at  a  more  rapid  rate 
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than  has  occurred  up  to  now.    Were  the  sane  apartments  to    be  built  in  R-4 
entirely  in  low-rise  buildings,  at  a  density  not  greater  than  that  now  permit- 
ted in  R-3,  the  amount  of  land  taken  up  would  be  less  than  200  acres,  or  just 
over  one-fifth  of  all  the  land  in  the  City  that  is  zoned  R-4. 

Expressing  the  situation  somewhat  differently,  the  present  zoning 
capacity  of  the  high  density  R-4  and  R-5  districts  combined  would  accommodate 
1.4  times  the  number  of  one  and  two  person  households  now  existing  in  the 
City.    Furthermore,  even  if  all  present  households  larger  than  two  persons 
left  the  City  and  were  replaced  by  a  similar  number  of  people  living  in  one 
and  two  person  households,  the  whole  population  of  the  City  could  be  accommo- 
dated at  presently  permitted  densities  in  R-3,  R-4  and  R-5  districts,  leaving 
all  R-l-D,  P-l  and  R-2  areas  (two-thirds  of  all  residential ly-zoned  land) 
for  use  as  parks.     Such  a  volume  of  one  and  two  person  households  would  be 
most  unlikely,  as  seen  by  the  fact  that  it  would  require  all  one  and  two 
person  households  in  the  six  counties  around  S^n  Francisco  co  move  into  the 
City  to  achieve  such  a  result.  At  present,  the  proportion  of  one  and  two 
person  households  in  the  metropolitan  area  that  lives  in  San  Francisco  is 
about  40%,  and  a  projection  of  current  construction  in  the  metropolitan  area 
does  not  indicate  any  significant  increase  in  this  proportion. 

The  above  discussion  is  for  illustration  only,  to  show  the  relation- 
ship between  demand  for  apartments  and  the  amount  of  land  available.  Actually, 
apartments  of  two  bedrooms  and  smaller  can  and  should  be  accommodated  in  a 
variety  of  locations,  in  predominantly  high-rise  buildings  in  R-5,  both 
three  story  and  high-rise  in  R-4,  buildings  ranging  from  two  stories  to 
high-rise  in  C  districts,  proposed  R-3. 5  areas  at  a  density  of  one  unit  for 
each  600  square  feet  of  lot  area,  proposed  R-3  areas  in  a  variety    of  housing 
types  at  one  unit  for  each  800  square  feet  of  lot  area,  and  even  in  R-2  areas 
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where  single-family  dwellings  are  converted  to  two  units. 

New  apartments  must  be  built  in  the  City,  and  that  is  an  important 
concern.     At  the  same  time,  the  City's  historic  neighborhoods  must  be  pre- 
served through  sound  zoning  control  which  prevents  the  building  of  high  den- 
sity apartments  in  medium  density  neighborhoods.    With  regard  to  urban  renewal 
areas,  a  report  of  the  Build  America  Better  Committee  of  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Real  Estate  Boards  states  the  need  for  conservation  well: 

"Conserving  the  unique  character  of  San 
Francisco  is  one  of  the  main  aims  of  the 
City's  urban  renewal  activity. 

"This  makes  economic  as  well  as  aesthetic 
sense.  The  vast  supply  of  sound,  basically 
attractive,  older  residential  structures  is 
a  San  Francisco  resource  that  should  be  care- 
fully husbanded  to  enhance  values." 

Surely  this  is  a  policy  that  must  hold  true  throughout  the  City 
and  be  regarded  as  a  basic  force  behind  the  Planning  Code. 
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SUPPLEMENT  TO  DIGEST  OF  COMMENTS  RECEIVED 
BY  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
ON  PROPOSED  R-3  REVISIONS  AT 
OCTOBER  31,  1963  HEARING 


CONCERNING  NEW  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AT 
NOVEMBER  Ik,  I963  BEARING 
AND  IN  WRITING  BY  DECEMBER  2,  1963,  WITH 
BRIEF  ANSWERS  PREPARED  BY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


OUTLINE* 
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I.  REQUESTS  FOR  GREATER  RESTRICTION  C- 1 

II.  REQUESTS  FOR  LESS  RESTRICTION  C- 1 

A.  Concerning  miscellaneous  aspects  of  C- 1 
the  staff  report 

B.  Concerning  specific  provisions  of  the  C-3 
proposed  ordinance,  and  other  controls 

on  building 

C.  Effect  of  the  R-3  proposals  on  property  c-6 
owners  and  the  building  industry 

D.  The  tax  base,  land  values,  and  C-8 
replacement  of  existing  buildings 

E.  R-3  buildings  and  the  housing  market  C-10 


This  outline  is  the  same  as  that  in  the  earlier  digest 
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I.     REQUESTS  FOR  GREATER  RESTRICTION 

None  received  (although  support  has  continued  to  be  expressed,  in  new  statements 
and  correspondence,  for  the  proposed  revisions  as  they  now  stand). 


II.  REQUESTS  FOR  LESS  RESTRICTION    (Comments  made  at  the  October  31,  1963  hearing 
are  not  repeated    here,  except  in  cases  of  amplification.) 

A.  Concerning  miscellaneous  aspects  of  the  staff  report. 

Comment  No.  1.  The  report  is  misleading,  and  is  not  understood  by  its  pro- 
ponents among  the  public. 

Answer:  The  report  goes  to  some  lengths  to  avoid  misunderstandings,  and  the 
staff  has  attempted  to  remove  any  misconceptions  in  its  contacts  with  the  public.  It 
appears  that  the  number  of  proponents  suffering  from  misconceptions  (such  as  the  idea 
that  the  standard  of  800  square  feet  refers  to  minimum  floor  area  per  unit  rather 
than  lot  area  per  unit)  has  been  exaggerated  by  the  opponents.     The  staff  believes 
that  proponents  have  become  more  widely  acquainted  with  the  contents  of  the  report 
since  its  release  eight  weeks  ago  than  have  many  of  the  opponents.     Some  opponents, 
furthermore,  have  been  up  to  now  unwilling  to  grant  that  any  aspect  of  present  R-3 
construction  constitutes  a  problem,  and  most  have  not  given  due  credit  to  the  articu- 
lateness  of  neighborhood  residents. 

Comment  No.  2.  Although  one  of  the  principal  objections  to  present  R-3 
buildings  concerns  their  appearance,  the  new  regulations  will  not  reduce  building 
bulk,  end  box-style  construction,  require  the  participation  of  a  registered  architect 
or  qualified  designer,  or  provide  other  design  control. 

Answer :    This  point  has  been  raised  many  times,  both  by  proponents  and  by 
opponents  of  the  revised  standards,  and  it  was  answered  in  part  in  the  first  digest 
of  comments.  The  R-3  Report  recognizes  the  problem  of  appearance  (page  41)  but  points 
out  the  difficulties  of  direct  design  control.  Although  design  control  is  not  adirect 
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purpose  of  the  proposed  R-3  standards,  it  is  felt  that  there  will  indeed  be  changes 
in  appearance  in  many  cases.     If  the  dwelling  units  are  not  greatly  increased  in 
size  in  the  new  buildings,  the  number  of  floors  of  occupancy  will  usually  be  only 
two  rather  than  three,  and  coverage  will    sometimes  be  below  the  maximum  allowed. 
The  usable  open  space  requirement  will  encourage  a  setback  along  all  or  part  of  the 
front  of  the  lot,  and  the  lack  of  rear  yard  parking  will  allow  for  landscaping  there. 
Even  though  landscaping  might  not  be  initially  installed  by  the  developer,  it  is 
likely  that  it  would  eventually  be  installed  and  maintained  by  one  or  more  residents 
of  the  new  building.  Any  landscaping  which  can  be  placed  in  the  ground,  as  generally 
opposed  to  planting  boxes,  etc.,  will  tend  to  break  up  the  present  unpleasant  stark 
appearance  of  the  small  apartment  house. 

A  mandatory  cutback  in  maximum  building  dimensions  is  undesirable  because  of 
the  inflexibility  that  would  result.  In  R-l,  for  example,  present  standards  permit 
60  per  cent  coverage  and  a  height  of  35  feet  (compared  with  65  per  cent  coverage  and 
a  height  limit  of  40  feet  in  the  proposed  R-3);  these  outer  limits  are  not  often 
reached  by  new  construction  in  R-l,  and  yet  a  tightening  of  standards  would  not  be 
widely  advocated  in  that  district.  Were  stringent  bulk  control  and  design  review 
included  in  the  current  R-3  proposals,  it  does  not  seem  likely  that  the  opponents 
would  change  their  position  to  one  of  support  for  the  other  proposed  standards. 
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B-  Concerning  specific  provisions    of  the  proposed  ordinance,  and  other  controls 
on  building. 

Comment  No.  1.     Minor  changes  in  present  R-3  standards  have  been  suggested 
by  individual  opponents  (although  no  consensus  of  all  opponents  has  been  expressed 
on  these  points),  as  follows: 

a.    Vary  the  density  requirement  by  retaining  the  400  square  foot 
figure  as  a  general  density  control,  but  requiring  600  square  feet  per  dwelling  unit 
for  lots  of  a  size  not  exceeding  3000  square  feet,  with  a  maximum  of  four  units  for 
such  lots  even  if  they  are  larger  than  2400  square  feet. 

Answer ;  Although  such  disfavoring  of  small  lots  might  be  popular  with  real 
estate  sales  and  management  interests  who  would  like  to  encourage  large  buildings 
(and  opposed  by  the  smaller  builders,  for  opposite  reasons),  the  suggestion  is  based 
on  an  assumption  that  the  principal  difficulties  with  present  R-3  construction  con- 
cern the  buildings  on  25-foot  lots.  Building  layout  on  these  small  lots  is  apt  to 
be  tightest,  but  most  of  the  difficulties  caused  by  the  present  R-3  standards  are 
not  diminished  with  larger  buildings.  The  conflict  with  Master  Plan  density  patterns 
is  still  the  same,  and  the  heavy  impact  of  apartments  and  automobiles  on  the  neighbor- 
hood is  still  proportional  to  the  size  of  the  lot.  A  larger  building  can  make  the 
same  visual  impression  as  two  smaller  buildings  side  by  side,  unless  its  design  in- 
volves more  care  and  skill  than  in  the  smaller  buildings.  The  layout  of  such  features 
as  parking,  hallways  and  light  courts  may  be  better  handled  in  a  larger  building,  but 
often  it  is  not.    Apartment  sizes  are  usually  not  larger,  and  the  rear  yard  is  still 
filled  with  parking  as  a  result  of  the  high  density.  As  compared  with  buildings  being 
built  on  25- foot  lots,  the  larger  buildings  more  frequently  reach  the  maximum  density 
presently  permitted,  because  the  layout  of  parking  spaces  is  easier.  Some  other 
municipalities  have  disfavored  small  lots  as  to  density  in  their  zoning  ordinances, 
but  the  zoning  districts  involved  are  usually  much  lower  in  density  than  the  San 
Francisco  R-3  district,  and  the  planning  considerations  are  different.  There  does  not 
appear  to  be  any  sufficient  basis  for  such  a  density  distinction  according  to  lot 
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size  in  the  current  R-3  proposals. 

b.  Eliminate  light  court  units  (with  a  reduction,  however,  of  the  mini- 
mum clear  space  requirement  to  something  less  than  25  feet). 

Answer ;  Such  a  change  would  remove  one  of  the  evidences  of  the  main 
problem  of  density  without  giving  attention  to  the  main  problem  itself.  With  high 
density  still  maintained,  builders  can  avoid  light  courts  (as  they  have  in  some  cases 
since  the  proposed  R-3  standards  were  announced)  by  splitting  a  25-foot  building  in 
half  lengthwise  and  constructing  elongated  apartments  with  widths  of  about  12  feet 
which  have  rjany  inadequacies  of  their  cwn.  Furthermore,  some  of  those  who 

recognize  the  drawbacks  of  light  court  units  have  suggested  that  the  minimum  clear 
space  requirement  be  reduced;  it  appears  that  one  specific  request    might  be  to 
lower  the  requirement  from  25  feet  to  15  or  even  10  feet  in  order  to  accommodate  the 
"motel  type"  buildings  now  being  built  with  all  units  facing  a  narrow  space  at  the 
side  of  the  building. 

c.  Seek  an  intermediate  solution  on  parking  by  allowing  rear  yard  park- 
ing where  usable  open  space  can  be  accommodated  elsewhere  on  the  lot,  eliminating 
tandem  parking,  and  limiting  the  length  of  curb  cuts. 

Answer ;  These  suggestions  have  some  merit,  but  again  they  are  not  a 
total  solution.  Tandem  parking  is  already  proposed  to  be  eliminated.  Rear  yard  park- 
ing is  allowed  by  the  proposed  standards  in  some  exceptionally  difficult  situations 
and  where  it  is  covered  over  by  a  deck;  further  leeway  is  not  desirable  or  necessary 
in  view  of  the  recommended  reduction  in  density.     The  Department  of  Public  Works  is 
the  proper  authority  to  limit  curb  cuts,  and  that  Department  now  has  standards  that 
have,  however,  sometimes  proved  unenforceable  because  of  the  high  density  permitted 
in  R-3  areas  by  the  City  Planning  Code:     this  is  another  example  of  the  pressure 
Lnduced  by  the  permissive  R-3  density  standard. 

Comment  No.  2.  Tenants  will  have  to  pay  for  the  luxury  of  usable  open  space 
ind  for  the  lack  of  rear  yard  parking,  and  this  will  raise  their  rents.  Covered  park- 
ng  costs  $1500  per  space. 
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Answer:  Tenants  do,  of  course,  pay  for  the  cost  of  development  as  spread 
out  over  the  total  number  of  units  in  the  building.  But  the  costs  just  cited  will 
usually  not  be  increased  with  a  smaller  number  of  units  in  the  manner  suggested. 
Normally  no  additional  covered  parking  will  be  required  because  all  parking  will  be 
accommodated  under  the  building,  and  usable  open  space  will  simply  be  provided  in 
the  rear  yard  in  the  place  of  parking  spaces.  Because  usable  open  space  may  be  on  a 
slope  whereas  parking  must  be  flat,  development  costs  for  sloping  sites  will  be 
reduced  by  the  absence  of  a  need  for  excavation,  filling  and  retaining  walls.  Even 
on  flat  sites,  the  cost  of  paving  the  rear  yard  (about  $.67  per  square  foot,  or  $418 
for  a  25  foot  by  25  foot  rear  yard)  will  be  saved.  Although  landscaping  or  other 
development  expenditures  are  not  required  for  usable  open  space  on  the  ground  except 
in  the  case  of  steep  slopes,  soil  conditioning  and  seeding  would  cost  only  about 
$.25  to  $.50  per  square  foot.  With  regard  to  usable  open  space  that  would  be  provided 
on  balconies,  it  should  be  noted  that  balconies  are  presently  being  built  and  are 
popular;  the  new  standards  would  only  require  that  balconies  counted  as  usable  open 
space  be  widened  to  six  feet,  and  would  make  this  practical  by  removing  the  present 
coverage  penalty  for  wider  balconies. 
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C.  Effect  of  the  R-3  proposals  on  property  ovmers  and  the  building  industry. 

Comment  No.  1.  The  building  industry  questionnaire  sent  out  by  the  staff  in 
June  1962  should  have  been  given  wider  circulation,  and  should  have  been  sent  to 
organizations  representing  the  industry. 

Answer ;  Discussion  of  the  questionnaire  has  not  been  carried  on  with  a  full 
background  as  to  its  nature,  scope  and  purpose.     The  questionnaire  sought  informa- 
tion on  land  prices  and  other  cost  components  as  seen  by  individuals  involved  in  the 
construction  of  R-3  buildings.  It  also  sought  suggestions  as  to  possible  amendments 
to  the  City  Planning  Code  and  other  Codes.  The  questionnaire  was  sent  to  19  persons 
known  to  be  active  in  this  field  and  likely  to  respond  because  of  previous  discusr 
•ions  with  the  staff  of  specific  R-3  problems  in  some  of  their  projects.  Eight 
written  responses  were  received,  and  several  oral  responses.  The  cost  information 
varied  a  great  deal  and  revealed  mainly  a  divergence  of  accounting  methods.  A  number 

of  changes  in  the  City  Planning  Code  and  other  Codes  were  suggested,  but  all  but  one 
of  these  suggestions  called  for  loosening  of  present  standards.  On  the  basis  of  these 

returns,   ideas  of  further  such  surveys  were  abandoned.* 

Comment  No.  2.     It  is  not  possible  now  to  change  the  carefully  thought-out 
decisions  of  the  1950' s  for  R-3. 

Answer ;    This  question  was  considered  in  the  R-3  Report  and  has  been  dis^ 
cussed  publicly  at  length.  The  decisions  of  the  1950' s  were  legislative  decisions, 
which  are  always  subject  to  modification  in  cases  of  demonstrated  need,  and  the  City 
Planning  Commission  and  its  staff  have  continually  made  clear  their  belief  that  the 
need  for  such  modification  exists.  The  current  R-3  proposals  were  drawn  with  the 
belief  that  the  decisions  of  the  1950* s  were  not  carefully  thought-out,  as  evidenced 
by  the  resulting  R-3  construction  and  the  widespread  public  concern  as  to  inadequa- 
cies of  the  R-3  standards.  There  has  been  some  reliance  on  the  specific  R-3  standards 
made  effective  in  1960,  but  the  Planning  Commission  and  its  staff  have  done  what  they 
could  to  discourage  such  reliance. 

*  This  comment  is  further  discussed  in  a  letter  from  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
to  Christensen  and  Sapinar  Realty,  dated  December  9,  1963. 
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Comment  No.  3.     The  new  R-3  standards  will  reduce  opportunities  for  small 
builders  and  for  the  employment  of  building  trade  workers. 

Answer :     This  point  was  answered  on  page  12  of  the  previous  digest,  but  it 
has  been  urged  again  on  several  occasions.  In  particular,  it  has  been  said  that  the 
small  builder    who  constructs  one  building  at  a  time  will  be  at  a  special  disadvan- 
tage, because  he  can  operate  only  with  loose  controls  that  assure  him  the  profit 
margin  he  now  enjoys.     Unfortunately,  the  City  Planning  Code  must  weigh  broader 
purposes  and  cannot  become  preoccupied  with  particular  methods  of  operation  within 
a  portion  of  the  building  industry.     In  some  ways  small  builders  are  efficient  as 
compared  with  larger  builders,  and  in  some  ways  they  are  not.  It  is  felt  that  if 
their  relative  efficiencies  are  maximized,  they  will  not  be  disadvantaged  to  as 
great  an  extent  in  the  long  run  as  is  claimed. 

With  regard  to  workers  in  the  building  trades,  it  should  be  remembered  that 
union  wages  stay  up  regardless  of  the  amount  of  the  builder's  margin  on  a  project. 
The  main  concern,  then,  is  that  the  total  volume  of  construction  remain  high.  Con- 
struction workers  operate  on  a  Bay  Area  basis  in  many  cases  and  can  apply  their 
skills  to  whatever  is  built,  whether  it  be  apartments  in  R-3  or  some  other  district, 
tract  houses,  commercial  or  industrial  construction,  or  improvement  of  existing 
structures.  The  steadiness  of  construction  work  in  a  favorable  building  economy  on 
a  regional  basis  has  been  widely  demonstrated,  particularly  in  a  mild  climate. 
Furthermore,  construction  workers,  as  consumers  rather  than  producers,  have  a  great 
deal  to  gain  through  preservation  of  family  neighborhoods  in  San  Francisco,  so  that 
they  may  live  in  pleasant  areas  convenient  to  their  work. 
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D.    The  tax  base,  land  values,  and  replacement  of  existing  buildings. 

Comment  No.  1,    Land  prices  depend  not  upon  zoning,  but  upon  a  variety  of 
factors  that  are  difficult  to  measure  precisely. 

Answer;    Although  unquestionably  a  whole  complex  of  factors  contribute  to 
the  setting  of  land  prices,  there  have  been  many  assertions,  by  both  proponents  and 
opponents  of  the  new  R-3  standards,  that  prices  for  R-3  property  are  set  at  a  cer- 
tain figure  per  unit  that  can  be  built,  and  this  form  of  measurement  cannot  be 
denied.    The  amount  that  will  be  paid  per  unit  will  depend  upon  how  much  the  buyer 
can  pay  and  come  out  well  in  the  transaction,  and  also  upon  how  many  sellers  are  in 
the  market,  but  nevertheless  the  prices  used  are  prices  per  unit.    As  sellers  have 
become  better  aware  of  what  buyers  can  do  with  the  property  and  how  much  they  are 
able  to  pay,  prices  have  gone  up.    What  the  buyer  has  been  able  to  pay  has  been 
boosted  by  his  optimism  as  to  the  marketability  of  new  buildings  and  by  ready 
availability  of  money  from  lending  institutions.    True,  the  same  factors  have  been 
at  work  elsewhere  in  the  Bay  Area,  riding  on  the  westward  population  tilt  and  gen- 
eral national  prosperity.    Land  prices  of  $5^000  per  dwelling  unit  are  being  paid 
for  good  land  in  many  parts  of  the  Bay  Area.    But  surely  the  prices  per  lot  for  R-3 
land,  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  new  building,  would  not  have  increased  as 
rapidly  as  they  have  under  a  more  meaningful  density  standard. 

Ccirment  No.  2.    Owners  who  have  bought  R-3  land  since  i960  should  be 
allowed  to  build  under  the  existing  R-3  standards  regardless  of  any  changes  that 
might  now  be  made. 

Answer:    Such  a  double  standard  would  be  inequitable,  difficult  to  admin- 
ister, and  without  example  in  previous  practice. 

Comment  No.  3»    Hurried  construction  to  beat  the  deadline  of  the  new 
standards  will  result  in  bad  buildings  being  put  up  by  those  who  have  recently 
bought  R-3  land. 

Answer:    In  many  respects  it  is  not  possible  for  buildings  to  decline 
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further  in  quality.    Stock  plans  will  continue  to  be  used  under  the  old  standards. 
Should  quality  be  extraordinarily  low,  the  City  Planning  Commission  would  be  able 
to  make  use  of  its  powers  of  discretionary  review. 

Comment  No.  k.    Old  buildings  being  replaced  by  new  R-3  buildings  are  at 
least  economically  obsolete,  if  not  deteriorated.    These  old  buildings  will  continue 
to  become  run  down  if  they  are  not  replaced. 

Answer:    This  question  was  answered  in  large  part  in  the  previous  digest  of 
comments,  and  the  current  comment  has  shifted  its  emphasis  somewhat  from  alleged 
deterioration  of  structures  to  what  is  described  as  economic  obsolescence.    It  is 
not  clear  what  the  term  economic  obsolescence  is  intended  to  mean,  and  it  can  mean 
several  things.    On  a  neighborhood  or  block  basis,  a  building  becomes  economically 
obsolescent  when  it  is  overcome  by  buildings  of  another  type,  as  when  one  and  two 
family  houses  are  surrounded  by  apartment  buildings  of  a  high  density.    This  has 
rarely  occurred  in  R-3  areas  (with  some  notable  exceptions),  because  new  apartment 
buildings  have  been  scattered  through  many  blocks  and  have  only  begun  to  threaten 
existing  houses. 

Another  way  in  which  buildings  become  obsolescent  is  through  a  decline  in 
marketability  due  to  lack  of  modernization  of  kitchens,  bathrooms,  wiring,  and  some 
other  items.    There  is,  on  the  other  hand,  usually  nothing  particularly  obsolescent 
about  their  structure,  their  room  layout,  or  their  outdoor  open  space.    Studies  have 
shown  the  feasibility  of  renovation  of  single-family  dwellings  in  R-3  areas,  and 
have  indicated  that  the  renovated  buildings  are  quite  competitive  with  new  rental 
and  sale  housing.    A  house  that  may  be  purchased  for  $18,000  to  $20,000,  for 
instance,  can  be  renovated  for  $U,000  or  $5,000.     If  the  building  contains  a  second 
unit,  or  can  be  converted  to  two  units,  it  is  even  more  desirable.  Buildings 
throughout  the  city,  both  within  urban  renewal  areas  and  outside  them,  have  been 
renovated  in  this  manner.    Some  buildings  should  be  replaced,  but  those  that  remain 
are  by  no  means  doomed  to  deterioration. 
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E.    R-3  buildings  and  the  housing  market. 

Comment  No,  1.    Buildings  would  be  less  efficient  to  build  and  operate 
under  the  proposed  R-3  standards  than  under  the  present  standards. 

Answer;    This  point  was  answered  in  part  in  the  earlier  digest  of  comments. 
It  might  be  added  that  in  construction  costs,  small  and  large  buildings  each  have 
their  respective  economies,  although  the  differences  may  depend  upon  the  size  of  the 
lot.    Larger  buildings  may  spread  out  common  costs  such  as  stairs,  lobby  and 
elevator  over  a  larger  number  of  units.    On  the  other  hand,  a  smaller  building  may 
not  have  an  elevator  and  may  have  a  reduced  lobby  area.    The  largest  buildings 
require  steel  beams  and  sometimes  sprinklers  and  fireproof  garages;  these  are  not 
present  in  smaller  buildings.    There  are  also  substantial  savings  in  building  two 
floors  of  occupancy  rather  than  three,  produced  by  less  depth  of  joists,  less  thick- 
ness for  flooring,  wall  and  ceiling  surfacing  and  exterior  sheathing,  and  the 
absence  of  requirements  for  stairway  enclosure  and  front  fire  escapes.    As  for 
three-unit  buildings  on  25- foot  lots,  a  number  of  such  buildings  have  been  built 
and  -Dlanncd  on  R-3  lots,  typically  with  an  owner's  unit  and  two  units  for  rental, 
although  recent  construction  of  this  type  has  not  been  common  enough  for  general 
conclusions  to  be  drawn. 

In  the  matter  of  efficient  operation  of  a  building,  it  appears  that  an 
optimum  size  for  outside  management  is  reached  somewhere  in  the  range  of  15  to  20 
units.    This  is  large  for  R-3  buildings  even  under  present  standards.    At  the  other 
end  of  the  scale,  the  three-unit  building,  a  type  originally  contemplated  for  R-3 
areas,  is  efficient  for  operation  by  the  owner.    Buildings  of  such  a  size  have 
numerous  advantages,  and  certainly  they  are  not  operated,  as  one  opponent  has  sug- 
gested, merely  as  a  "hobby". 

Comment  No.  2.    Middle-income  renters  are  interested  in  price  first  and 
amenities  second,  and  they  will  not  consider  themselves  benefited  if  amenities  must 
be  paid  for  in  additional  rent. 
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Answer:    It  is  not  clear  what  middle- income  people  are  referred  to:  as  has 

been  mentioned  before,  only  certain  types  of  middle- income  persons  are  now  being 
accommodated.  The  rents  being  charged  for  new  R-3  apartments  are  suitable  for  annual 
household  incomes  in  the  general  range  of  $6,000  to  $9,999,  depending  upon  apartment 
size  and  proportion  of  household  income  expended  for  rent,  but  normal  rent- to- income 

ratios  would  require  household  incomes  in  excess  of  $8,000  to  meet  these  rents;  such 
incomes  are  far  above  the  median  for  nearly  all  groups  in  the  population.  Those  gen- 
erally accommodated  (adult  households  with  no  children  under  18)  represent  only  about 
14  per  cent  of  households  in  rental  housing,  or  9  per  cent  of  households  in  all  hous- 
ing units  in  the  City,  even  when  the  entire  U.  S.  Census  range  of  $6,000  to  $9,999 
in  household  income  is  considered. 

Furtheniiore,  the  term  "amenities"  is  a  relative  one,  and  will  vary  accord- 
ing to  the  occupant,  over  time,  and  in  relationship  to  the  advantages  of  other 
dwelling  units  in  the  area.    The  R-3  units  are  new,  and  they  have  modern  equipment. 
Their  internal  layouts  are  generally  appropriate  for  their  compact  size,  although 
light  to  kitchens  is  usually  inadequate.    They  do  not,  however,  have  the  amenities 
that  will  be  needed  by  families  and  even  one  and  two  person  households  that  may 
later  occupy  them  over  an  extended  period  of  time.    This  is  particularly  true  as 
leisure  time  increases  and  as  the  elderly  segment  of  the  population  grows. 
Opponents  have  stated  that  occupants  of  new  R-3  buildings  spend  little  time  at 
home  and  have  no  need  for  amenities;  this  is  often  not  true  today,  and  it  is  apt  to 
be  less  true  in  the  future.    The  proper  test  is  not  whether  occupants  can  do  without 
the  amenities,  but  whether  good  housing  can  be  built  without  them. 

Comment  No.  3.    The  builder  must  build  units  of  the  smallest  possible  size 
to  maximize  collectible  rents,  and  a  change  in  zoning  standards  will  not  result  in 
larger  units.    Also,  the  rents  for  larger  units  would  be  prohibitive. 

Answer;    Under  present  zoning,  the  builder  feels  he  must  build  small  units, 
in  order  to  fit  in  the  full  number  of  units  that  the  density  standard  will  allow. 
This  is  added  to  the  usual  tendency  to  build  the  smallest  units  that  will  rent  and 
thereby  maximize  the  rent  per  square  foot.    There  is  not  a  great  deal  of  experience, 


0  .36 ft 


C-12. 

under  present  conditions,  with  construction  and  renting  of  new  units  on  any  other 
basis  in  B-3  areas,  and  certainly  very  little  under  all  of  the  new  standards.    It  is 
clear,  however,  that  dominant  new  unit  sizes  vary  as  to  location,  ranging  from 
studio  apartments  on  Telegraph  Hill  to  small  two  bedroom  apartments  in  the  Richmond 
district.    It  also  can  be  seen  that  rents  do  not  vary  precisely  with  apartment  size 
and  other  costs,  but  may  depend  upon  location,  equipment,  the  builder  involved,  and 
the  renter  who  is  attracted.    The  smaller  apartments  do  not  necessarily  have  to  be 
chosen  by  the  builder,  but  he  chooses  them  because  they  are  most  advantageous  for 
him.    Housing  construction,  therefore,  is  aimed  at  the  cream  of  the  market,  and 
those  who  desire  larger  units  are  not  accommodated.    A  change  in  the  R-3  standards 
will  not  assure  construction  of  larger  units,  but  it  will  remove  the  additional 
pressure  for  Emaller  units  that  is  now  being  applied  by  the  R-3  density  standard. 
This  zoning  leeway  should  result  in  greater  diversity. 

Comment  No.  h.    The  city  should  not  be  expected  to  accommodate  families  in 
new  housing.    Families  should  live  in  the  suburbs. 

Answer:    This  is  not  a  satisfactory  justification  for  the  present  lack  of 
construction  of  family  housing.    Families  will  and  must  continue  to  be  accommodated 
in  the  city.    In  the  long  run,  new  housing  must  be  built  for  them.    The  Governor's 
Advisory  Commission  on  Housing  Problems,  furthermore,  has  noted  recent  changes  in 
consumer  demand  factors  in  suburban  areas,  due  to  rising  taxes,  more  rigorous 
standards  for  construction  and  increased  costs  of  construction  and  site  development, 
the  relative  scarcity  of  land,  and  increasing  transportation  problems.  These 
factors  make  city  rental  housing  more  competitive  for  families.    At  the  same  time, 
the  demand  for  new  units  by  one  and  two  person  households  in  the  city  has  been 
leveling  off,  as  evidenced  by  higher  vacancy  rates,  and  this  might  provide  further 
impetus  for  a  shift  to  larger  apartments. 

Comment  No.  $.  There  is  insufficient  R-1+  and  R-5  land  for  the  construction 
that  is  now  taking  place  in  R-3.  Some  of  this  land  is  within  the  fire  limits,  other 
areas  are  heavily  built  up,  and  in  still  other  areas  low-rise  construction  is  an 
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inappropriate  use  of  the  land. 

Answer;    As  outlined  in  the  previous  digest  of  comments,  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  R-U  and  R-5  land,  more  than  the  opponents  are  commonly  aware  of.    The  only 
major  pieces  that  are  within  the  fire  limits  are  in  the  Golden  Gateway,  on  Hob  Hill, 
and  along  Franklin  Street.    Many  R-^  areas  are  available  for  development,  and  some 
low-rise  apartments  built  in  R-k  have  been  superior  to  those  normally  built  in  R-3- 
The  R-4  density  standard  (one  unit  per  200  square  feet  of  lot  area)  is  not  reached 
in  low-rise  buildings  in  R-U,  and  in  fact  the  R-3  density  is  often  not  exceeded 
because  of  parking  layouts  and  other  limiting  factors.    In  addition  to  R-k  land, 
it  may  be  noted,  R-3«5  land  would  be  available  at  one  unit  per  600  square  feet  of 
lot  area,  which  is  a  density  that  architects  of  R-3  buildings  have  stated  they 
cannot  comfortably  exceed  under  most  circumstances.    It  is  possible,  also,  that  a 
decrease  in  high  density  low-rise  construction  in  R-3  would  stimulate  construction 
of  high-rise  apartments  in  "R-k  and  R-5  on  less  than  a  luxury  basis.    If  it  could  be 
shown,  even  so,  that  insufficient  R-U  and  R-5  land  was  available  for  construction  of 
high  density  apartments,  then  the  appropriate  solution  would  be  the  reclassification 
of  certain  areas  from  R-3  to  R-U  and  R-5. 

Some  opponents  have  suggested  reclassification  of  areas  inappropriate  for 
high  density  apartments  from  R-3  to  R-2  or  R-l.    The  ramifications  of  this  alterna- 
tive were  discussed  in  the  earlier  digest  of  comments.    It  is  felt  that  the  oppo- 
nents have  not  considered  the  broad  ertent  to  which  such  reclassifications  might  be 
requested  if  the  R-3  standards  were  not  changed. 

Comment  No.  6.  The  new  R-3  standards  would  cause  an  increase  in  rents  for 
new  apartments,  and  would  also  raise  the  rents  of  older  housing  because  of  the  lack 
of  competition  at  lower  rent  levels. 

Answer;    This  statement  assumes  that  costs  will  be  increased,  and  that 
rents  closely  follow  costs. 

As  has  been  discussed  earlier,  some  higher  construction  costs  per  unit  for 
smaller  buildings  may  be  cancelled  out  by  compensating  economies.    The  major  factor, 
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then,  is  land  cost,  and  there  is  little  doubt  that  land  cost  per  unit  would  increase, 
although  the  quantity  of  increase  is  not  certain.    A  fair  estimate  of  rent  increase 
attributable  to  increased  land  cost  would  seem  to  be  $10  per  unit  per  month  for 
each  $1,000  of  increased  land  cost  per  unit.    Assuming  something  less  than  a 
doubling  of  land  cost  per  unit,  the  attributable  rent  increase  would  be  from  $15 
to  $25  per  unit  per  month,  depending  upon  the  former  cost  of  the  land  and  the  close- 
ness to  doubling  of  per  unit  cost  of  land.     In  return  for  such  an  increase  in  rent, 
if  it  occurred,  the  tenant  would  not  get  a  larger  unit,  but  he  would  get  certain 
amenities  such  as  a  smaller  building    in  relation         to  the  site,  lack  of  rear  yard 
parking  and  light  court  units,  and  usable  open  space.  An  increase  in  unit  size  would 
naturally  Involve    a  higher  rent. 

This  analysis  assumes  a  very  direct  relationship  in  which  costs  determine 
rents.    In  fact,  however,  the  ability  to  pay  of  the  tenant  will  be  important  in 
determining  rents  as  well,  and  this  ability  to  pay  operates  at  the  consumption  end 
of  the  chain  to  influence  various  costs.    The  fact  that  rent  increases  for  older 
buildings  are  induced  in  part  by  high  rents  in  new  buildings  is  an  indication  of  a 
lack  of  direct  relationship  to  costs.    These  factors  all  interrelate  in  the  economy, 
and  so  the  price  of  a  lot  is  ultimately  determined  in  part  by  the  buying  power  of  a 
prospective  tenant  for  a  building  that  will  be  constructed.    To  this  extent,  then, 
rents  will  determine  costs. 

In  the  discussion  above  we  have  considered  only  land  costs,  but  there  are 
other  costs  that  are  larger  components  of  the  total.    These  are  principally  labor, 
materials  and  financing.    They  are  not  absolutely  fixed.    For  instance,  it  is 
conceivable  that  prefabrication  and  other  construction  economies  could  decrease 
construction  costs  per  square  foot  by  10  per  cent;  this  decrease  would  permit  rents 
to  be  cut  $10  per  month.    A  change  in  financing  terms  (by  reducing  the  interest  rate 
or  extending  the  term)  could  result  in  similar  rent  reductions.    In  any  event,  it 
should  not  be  assumed  that  those  costs  which  bear  the  closest  relationship  to  public 
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restrictions  should  be  the  first  to  be  reduced.    The  City  Planning  Code  has  the 
enduring  responsibility  of  avoiding  broad  social  costs  against  which  there  is  no 
sure  protection  elsewhere  in  the  economy. 


